Cost of Publishing
Although the true cost of publishing is something that is not easily ascertained, it is a factor that must be considered in light of the increasing number of open access journals that have recently come into existence. According to Van Noorden (2013) , in the area of scientific publishing for the year 2011, there were about 1.8 million English language articles published that produced $9.4 billion in revenue. The average revenue per article was about $5,000, and the cost per article born by the publishers ranged between $3,500 and $4,000 each. According to major publishers, the high costs are related to the peer review process, actual printing, distribution of journals, and the necessity of having a full-time editorial staff who check among other things for plagiarism. Furthermore, publishers have deemed that they actually increase the prestige of the journal because they filter and reject articles making it easier for readers and researchers alike to find worthy information. These costs are offset by charging libraries, advertisers, and individuals who subscribe to the journals. Additionally, publishers recoup some of the cost through reprint orders and the like. The problem becomes the fact that as these costs soar, libraries have had to bear the cost and they are cash-strapped and have no more money to spend on subscriptions (Van Noorden, 2013) . For example, libraries are forced to spend money on licenses from publishers who own "bundles of hundreds, if not thousands, of titles at a single price, which locks down a growing proportion of those libraries' serial budgets into multipleyear and no-cancellation contracts" (Willinsky, Murray, Kendall, & Palepu, 2009, p. 343) . Therefore, libraries are forced to let go of some smaller subscriptions in order to pay for ones that are more frequently used by consumers. In the end, science is being curtailed because information that may be useful or even critical to the advancement of knowledge is not being disseminated because of cost. Thus, the open access model of publishing was born to address the issue of access and cost.
Open Access
Open Access (OA) began as a movement within the scientific community to increase the availability of knowledge and information to researchers and the wider community. It was felt that if research was funded by public monies, the findings should be publicly available and not owned by journals who are subscription-based (Rowley, Johnson, & Sbaffi, 2017 (Rowley et al., 2017 (Rowley et al., , pp. 1201 (Rowley et al., -1202 .
Purely open access is also known as the Gold OA publishing (Guedon, 2004) . Articles within these online journals are free to all, but to sustain this type of format, the author pays a fee to have an article published. Such charges are in opposition to older print journals whereby the user paid a fee to subscribe and then got access to articles of interest. With Gold OA, the author may pay out of pocket in order to have an article published, but the cost can be ameliorated through having a university or a grant cover the expense. New journals have been developed using the Gold OA model exclusively, and existing journals have transformed from being print-only to OA. Furthermore, there are hybrid models, whereby articles within a journal are offered both as a print version, which is subscription-based, and an OA version, which is online.
Another version of OA has been labeled Green OA (Guedon, 2004) . Using this model, the author self-archives a digital version of a published work on his or her website or within a university library. There are two ways in which selfarchiving can occur, including making the manuscript available before it undergoes a peer review by journal editors (preprint self-archiving) or making the manuscript available after publication (postprint self-archiving). In either case, it makes the information widely accessible and cost free (Cerejo, 2013) . However, subscription journals may have embargo periods before an author can self-archive that can range from 6 to 24 months (Quinn, 2015) . For example, Springer publishing has a policy related to self-archiving. Authors may self-archive on their own websites or any repository provided it is only made publically available 12 months after official publication or later. He/she may not use the publisher's version (the final article), which is posted on SpringerLink and other Springer websites, for the purpose of self-archiving or deposit. Furthermore, the author may only post his/her version provided acknowledgement is given to the original source of publication and a link is inserted to the published article on Springer's website. (Springer, n.d., p. 1) So although there is no cost to the author for self-archiving using the Green OA model, there can be several restrictions on when and how an article is made available to the public.
As with the introduction of any new process, there are problems that need to be addressed before it is widely accepted by the community it is supposed to serve. Among the many issues that OA has created are the problems of a lack of peer review and use of work for commercial gain without permission from the author (Rowley et al., 2017) . Lack of a peer review process becomes a cause for alarm since misinformation or downright lies may be adopted by scientists and scholars who influence policies and procedures that influence the lives of both individuals and the communities in which they live. Knowledge generation should be rigorously subjected to peer review before dissemination so that misinformation or lies can be discovered and prevented from doing irrevocable harm to individuals and communities. Using published work for commercial gain is problematic for some scholars even if they do receive credit. According to Rowley and colleagues (2017) , "publishers and policy makers need to focus further attention on the intellectual property rights of authors especially in a world where there are serious concerns regarding plagiarism and copyright infringement" (p. 1210). This is especially of concern when authors are expected to essentially create two documents-one for publication in a subscription journal and a different version for a website or library holding.
In the end, open access when put into practice is not the panacea it was touted to be. Monies to publish findings from a study must come from somewhere and that usually is not from the researcher but from grant money or in some cases library systems. In either case, scientific knowledge is being influenced because there are limited funds for research, and if some must be spent on publishing, it cannot be used to further the cause of knowledge generation. If cash-strapped libraries are forced to support the publishing of research findings, that money cannot be spent on other necessities that help to disseminate knowledge. Then, there are the problems of peer review and intellectual property rights-not to mention the problem of predatory publishers who prey on unsuspecting scholars. They are a particular cause for alarm.
Predatory Publishers
Predatory publishers arise from the deep underbelly of the OA process, and they take advantage of scholars who are unaware of their tactics. Unethical publishers may create fictitious journals and charge exorbitant fees to those who want their work disseminated in a speedy fashion. In the end, the work may be published online, and then it disappears along with the journal. Since the author has usually signed an agreement that his or her work cannot be republished, knowledge generation is impeded. It may be lost forever because predatory publishers do not archive the information. Thus, communities, disciplines, scholars, and individuals can be harmed because knowledge is lost in these get-rich-quick schemes. Bradley-Springer (2015) offered the following advice to prevent from being bamboozled by predatory publishers by looking for:
1. an impossible rapid review and publication timeline; 2. fictitious editorial boards or absence of reviewers; 3. titles of journals that mimic legitimate ones; 4. e-mails that doggedly solicit papers; 5. a focus on concession to the author, not on scientific legitimacy; and 6. exclusive online publishing (p. 220).
It seems the old adage applies, if it looks too good to be true, it probably is, and those who are required to publish for tenure need to be wary of such scams. There were only 18 predatory publishers in 2011, which ballooned to 923 in 2016. "A recent study found that predatory publishers published about 420,000 articles in 2014, representing a nearly eight-fold increase from the 53,000 articles published by predatory journals in 2010" (Harvey & Weinstein, 2017, p. 151) . Up until January of 2017, Jeffrey Beall (who is a librarian at the University of Colorado) kept a blog of all the suspected predatory journals. Although he provided a service to those who publish, he was forced to take down the blog because of threats and politics (Straumsheim, 2017) . This fact leaves the scholar vulnerable and with another adage buyer beware. In other words, use the information given by Bradley-Springer and do search for information on the journal before submitting any publication to any unknown publisher. We all must be very vigilant in the pursuit and dissemination of knowledge so that we do not suffer from betrayal in any of its forms.
Betrayal
Now we return to the subject of betrayal, which was introduced at the beginning of this column. In the mind of this scholar, individuals who publish can be betrayed in a number of ways. Keep in mind that to be betrayed means that one must be open to another and trust him or her. Additionally, that trust must be acknowledged by the one who is trusted and that person must manipulate that trust for personal gains.
In the case of traditional publishers, scholars submit their publications trusting that the editors will carefully scrutinize the work and if necessary recommend revisions. Scholars trust that editors will publish in a timely manner and not be influenced by outside sources in their decision-making. However, sometimes editors must take a stance even at their own peril to protect this academic freedom. For example, two editors of the Canadian Medical Association Journal were fired because they chose to publish articles that flew in the face of CMA Holdings, which is the business arm of the Canadian Medical Association. These editors published articles that exposed problems with legislation dealing with hospital staffing in emergency rooms. In essence, the editors disagreed with the legislation in opposition to ideas held by CMA Holdings. They were fired for continuing to do investigative reporting and for not revising the articles to remove negative components (Willinsky et al., 2009 ). Thus, both the editors and the scholars who published in an established journal were betrayed by corporate interests. The editors and scholars trusted CMA Holdings not to interfere with the freedom to publish accurately, and the trust was broken when the editors were fired. Therefore, one can see that even print journals with a peer review process and without open access can betray a scholar-author.
With open access, betrayal is even more evident in the form of predatory publishing. In this case, publishers blatantly attempt to lure unwitting scholars with promises of a review process that is fast with quick dissemination times. After the scholar has submitted and been put through a so-called review process, the work is accepted for publication, and the author signs a contract signing away copyright. Then, the author is slapped with an exorbitant fee for publication. The author has been betrayed by the predatory publisher and cannot even republish hard-earned works because of the legal implications. Even if the work is actually published, it may not be available for future consumers to access, since no archiving was done and these fly-by-night journals may have disappeared.
So, to new faculty who need tenure, beware that betrayal exists in print journals, online-only journals, and in a hybrid ones. In this digital age, we all must be diligent in searching out information about the publishers in whom we place our trust. In other words, trust but verify so that in the end we are not betrayed.
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